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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Objections 

1 . Claims 20-26, 32, and 35 are objected to under 37 CFR 1 .75(c), as being of 
improper dependent form for failing to further limit the subject matter of a previous 
claim. Applicant is required to cancel the claim(s), or amend the claim(s) to place the 
claim(s) in proper dependent form, or rewrite the claim(s) in independent form. The 
amendment filed on 06/20/2002 indicates that claim 19 was cancelled, thus, the 
applicant should place the dependent claims 20-26, 32, and 35, which are dependent 
on claim 1 9 in proper dependent form or rewrite the claim(s) in independent form. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed 
or described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the 
subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter 
as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall 
not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1-12, 15-18, and 28-31, 33, 34, and 36-40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Steffens, Jr. et al. (U.S. 5626359) in view of Stanley 
(U.S. 6220627). 
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Claims 1,4, 8-12, 15-18, 28-31, 33, and 34: Steffens, Jr. etal. disclose a system 
and a method for controlling an occupant restraint system as claimed (See abstract; Fig. 
2; columns 1-4, lines 1-67) except for a child seat sensor for generating a child seat 
position signal indicating whether a child seat is properly installed within said 
predetermined area. Stanley discloses the other occupant detection system, wherein 
the child seat sensor has been taught in column 6, lines 1-40. The advantage of child 
seat sensor is detecting whenever the occupant is out of position or whenever the rear 
facing infant's seat is present. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine Steffens, Jr. et 
al.'s and Stanley's to produce the claimed invention. With the modified system the air 
bag system is enabled or disabled properly according to the positions of the occupant or 
child infant seat. 

Claims 2, 3, and 5: In columns 3, lines 41-45, Stanley discloses that the 
"generally desirable to not activate an automatic safety restraint actuator if an 
associated occupant is not present because of the otherwise unnecessary costs and 
inconveniences associated with the replacement of a deployed air bag inflation system". 
Stanley discloses all features recited in those claims. 

Claim 6: Steffens, Jr. et al. disclose said system and a method for controlling an 
occupant restraint system, wherein said at least one modifier sensor includes a seat belt 
usage sensor for determining whether a seat belt harness is being utilized by the 
occupant and wherein said modifier signal is generated as a positive modifier signal 
when said seat belt harness is in an engaged position and is generated as negative 
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modifier signal when said seat belt harness is in a disengaged position (Column 2, lines 
51-67; Column 3, lines 1-25; Fig. 2). 

Claim 7: Steffens, Jr. et al. disclose "a web or belt payout sensor 64 is 
operatively connected to a seat belt retractor 66 and is electrically connected to the 
controller 24". Therefore, one skill in art to realize that the system of Steffens, Jr. et al. 
controls deployment of a seat belt retractor to reduce forward momentum of the 
occupant. 

Claims 36-40: Neither Steffens, Jr. et al. nor Stanley mentions about the 
processing unit discussed in claim 1 includes a network capable of learning various 
vehicle characteristics unique to vehicle type and size and adapting output signal signal 
to account for different vehicle type, and said network capable of learning passenger 
compartment sizes. However, such features are inherent existed. The system and a 
method for controlling an occupant restraint system as disclosed by Steffens, Jr. et al. 
and Stanley are certainly applied for various vehicle types and sizes, or compartment 
vehicle sizes. 

4. Claims 13, 14, 27, and 41 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Steffens, Jr. et al. (U.S. 5626359), Stanley (U.S. 6220627) and 
further in view of Gille (US 5468013). 

Claims 13 and 14: Steffens, Jr. et al. and Stanley disclose the occupant restraint 
system with all features in the claim has been discussed in the previous paragraph 
except for controlling the deflation speed of said airbag. Gille disclose the other 
occupant restraint system that comprises the missing feature in Steffens, Jr. et al.'s and 
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Stanley's. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to combine Steffens, Jr. et al.'s, Stanley's and Gille to 
produce all features of the claimed. The occupant restraint system includes controlling 
the deflation rate would be an improvement in protecting occupant from possible injury 
caused by the inflation of the air bag. 

Claims 27 and 41 : Steffens, Jr. et al. disclose said occupant restraint system, 
including programming the processing unit with a fuzzy logic analysis process to 
generate the plurality of output signals based on the plurality of input signals before 
optimizing the deployment of the occupant restraint system (See abstract; Fig. 2). 

Response to Amendment 

5. In the amendment filed on 10/08/2002, the amended claims 20 and 32 are 
objected due to the cancel of claim 19 in the amendment filed on 06/20/2002. 

This office action is a response to the applicant that the advisory action mailed on 
08/27/2002 is incorrect thus the advisory action is hereby withdrawn. The amendment 
filed on June 20, 2002 and 09/19/2002 will be entered. 

New claims 36-40 were added in the amendment filed 01/1 1/2002, which are 
now considered because no new matter introduced in those claims. 

Therefore, this office action is a non-final rejection on claims 1-18, 27-31, 33, 34, 
and 36-41. 

The formal drawings received on 12/1 1/2001 are approved by the examiner. 

Response to Arguments 
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6. In response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine the 
references, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by 
combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention 
where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the 
references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in 
the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071 , 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)and In re 
Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, the patent No. 
5,626,359 to Steffens, Jr. et al. obviously disclose the occupant presence sensor (See 
Column 3, Lines 10-26) and seatbelt usage sensor (Column 2, Lines 66-67; Column 3, 
Lines 59-63). And the U.S patent No. 6,220,627 to Stanley focused on the child seat 
sensor introducing in the abstract and described in detail in column 6, lines 7-59. 
Although the step shown in the Figure 4 of Steffens seems to show that the system 
taught by Steffens teaches away from the invention but this step is one of plurality steps 
performed in the complex system of Steffens. However, such the teachings of Steffens 
is similar with the teachings of the invention. For example, Figure 2 illustrates a system 
including a plurality elements: occupant sensors 80, 84, 86, belt payout sensor 64, seat 
position sensor 30, controller 24, squib 104, airbag 102, seat belt controls 124, which 
are the combination to perform enabling or disabling the restraint system. Therefore, 
the occupant restraint system is enable or disable according to the modifier signals 
generated from the occupant presence sensor, seat belt sensor, or a child seat sensor. 

In response to the applicant that Stanley do not teach the occupant restraint 
system as claimed by applicant. It is not persuasive because the occupant detection 
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system of Stanley focused on the controlling the deploying the airbag based on the 
position of the child. In addition; Stanley discloses that it is important to deploy the 
correct airbag, for example the side airbag is disable when a rear facing infant seat is 
present. 

For the reasons set forth above, the application is not placed in a condition of 
allowance. The combination of Steffens, Jr. et al. and Stanley would disclose or 
suggest the occupant restraint system as claimed by applicant. 



7. This office action is set in a condition of non-final rejection in order to avoid the 
deficiency. 

8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Tuan C To whose telephone number is (703) 308-6273. 
The examiner can normally be reached on from 8:00AM to 5:00PM. 

9. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Thomas Black can be reached on (703) 305-8233. The fax phone numbers 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are (703) 305-7687 
for regular communications and none for After Final communications. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 308- 



Conclusion 
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